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1. The following is a quotation of 3 5 U.S.C. 3 103 which forms 
the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office 
action: 

A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not 
identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 
102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that 
the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the 
time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which 
the invention was made. 

Subject matter developed by another person, which qualifies 
as prior art only under subsection (f) or (g) of section 102 
of this title, shall not preclude patentability under this 
section where the subject matter and the claimed invention 
were, at the time the invention was made, owned by the same 
person or subject to an obligation of assignment to the same 
person. 



2. Claims 1, 5-10, 17; 22, 42, 50-52, 55-59, 61, 92, 107, 
108, 110, 113, and 114 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. ^ 103 as 
being unpatentable over Cordery et al (6466921) in view of Pierce 
et al (6151591) and Rosenzweig et al (6081810) and either Gupta et 
al (6226752) or Rosen (5621797) . 

Regarding claim 1, Cordery et al(See Figs. 1-4, 
Cols. 2 and 3, Col. 4, lines 24-33, Col. 6, lines 20-55, Col 7, 
lines 5-65, Col. 8, lines 1-30 and claims 1-13) disclose a means 
for secure online value printing including a server, secure 
database, and cryptographic module and password authentication 
substantially as claimed. The differences between the above and 
the claimed invention are the use of specific executable code and 
plurality of modules. It is noted that the use of digital 
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signatures in a digital environment to create a virtual method or 
system appears to be functionally equivalent to the claim 
limitations. It is also obvious to replicate existing structures. 
Pierce et al (See Figs. 1,2,4-7, Col. 6, lines 60-65, Col. 7, 
lines 10-25, and Cols 9 and 10) show password authentication and 
software code to execute same. Rosenzweig et al (See Figs. 3-5, 
Col. 6, lines 1-5) show database software and backup. It would 
have been obvious to the person having ordinary skill in this art 
to provide a similar arrangement for Cordery et al because 
resource manager intervening interfaces are conventional 
functional equivalents of the claim limitations. Regarding the 
password limitations of claim 5, Cordery et al (See Figs. 1-4, 
Cols. 2 and 3, Col. 4, lines 24-33, Cpl . 6, lines 20-55, Col 7,' 
lines 5-65, Col. 8, lines 1-30 and claims 1-13) disclose secure 
online value printing including a server, secure database, 
cryptographic module and password authentication which are 
conventional functional equivalents of the claim limitations 
because if password authentication fails used a normally logged 
out (See Fig. 7 of Lee et al (5742683 )) . Regarding database 
limitations of claim 6, Cordery et al (See Figs. 1-4, Cols. 2 and 
3, Col. 4, lines 24-33, Col. 6, lines 20-55, Col 7, lines 5-65, 
Col. 8, lines 1-30 and claims 1-13) disclose secure online value 
printing including a server, secure database, cryptographic 
module and password authentication including database 
comparison (See bridging paragraph cols. 9 and 10, element 225) 
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which are conventional functional equivalents of the claim. 
Regarding database limitations of claim 1, Cordery et al (See 
Figs. 1-4, Cols, 2 and 3, Col. 4, lines 24-33, Col. 6, lines 20- 
55, Col 7, lines 5-65, Col. 8, lines 1-30 and claims 1-13) 

s 

disclose secure online value printing including a server, secure 
database, cryptographic module and password authentication 
including database comparison and ends transaction if comparison 
fails (See bridging paragraph cols. 9 and 10, element 225) which 
are conventional functional equivalents of the claim. Regarding 
database limitations of claim 8 , Cordery et al (See Figs, 1-4, 
Cols. 2 and 3, Col , 4 , lines 24-33, Col, 6, lines 20-55, Col 7, 
lines 5-65, Col. 8, lines 1-30 and claims 1-13) disclose secure 
online value printing including a server, secure database, 
cryptographic module and password authentication including 
database comparison (See bridging paragraph cols. 9 and 10, 
element 225) which are conventional functional equivalents of the 
claim. Regarding database backup limitations of claim 9, 
Rosenzweig et al (See Figs. 3-5, Col. 6, lines 1-5) show database 
software and backup which are conventional functional equivalents 
of the claim. Regarding database backup limitations of claim 10, 
Rosenzweig et al (See Figs. 3-5, Col. 6, lines 1-5) show database 
software and backup which are conventional functional equivalents 
of the claim. Regarding updating limitations of claim 17, 
Cordery et al (See Fig, 3, Col,. 9, lines 30-40 and 55-60 and 
claims 10-13) disclose secure online value printing including a 
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server, secure database, cryptographic module and password 
authentication including data freshness updating which are 
conventional functional equivalents of the claim. Regarding error 
limitations of claim 22, it is obvious to include error 
correction in all digital systems especially cryptographic 
systems because of the irrecoverable data loss resulting from 
digital error. Regarding postal limitations of claim 42, Cordery 
et al(See Figs. 1-4, Cols. 2 and 3, Col. 4, lines 24-33, Col. 6, 
lines 20-55, Col 7, lines 5-65, Col. 8, lines 1-30 and claims 1- 
13) disclose secure online postal printing including a server, 
secure database, cryptographic module and password authentication 
which are conventional functional equivalents of the claim. 
Regarding claim 50, Cordery et al (See Figs. 1-4, Cols. 2 and 3, 
Col. 4, lines 24-33, Col, 6, lines 20-55, Col 7, lines 5-65, Col. 
8, lines 1-30 and claims 1-13) disclose a method for secure 
online value printing including a server, clients secure 
database, cryptographic module and password authentication 
substantially as claimed. The differences between the above and 
the claimed invention is the use of specific executable code and 
updating a database. It is noted that the use of digital 
signatures in a digital environment to create a virtual method or 
system appears to be functionally equivalent to the claim 
limitations. Pierce et al (See Figs. 1,2,4-7, Col. 6, lines 60- 
65, Col. 7, lines 10-25, and Cols 9 and 10) show password 
authentication and software code to execute same. Rosenzweig et 
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al(See Figs. 3-5, Col. 6, lines 1-5) show database software and 
backup. It is also noted that updating a database is a standard 
database function, otherwise resort can be had to either Gupta et 
al (Col. 11, lines 10-25, Col. 13, lines 20-30) or Rosen (Col. 
13, lines 10-30, claims 13 and 16). It would have been obvious to 
the person having ordinary skill in this art to provide a similar 
arrangement for Cordery et al because resource manager 
intervening interfaces are conventional functional equivalents of 
the claim limitations. Regarding cryptographic limitations of 
claim 51, Cordery et al (See Figs. 1-4, Cols. 2 and 3, Col. 4, 
lines 24-33, Col. 6, lines 20-55, Col 7, lines 5-65, Col. 8, 
lines 1-30 and claims 1-13) disclose secure online value printing 
including a server, secure database, cryptographic module and 
password authentication including record encryption which are 
conventional functional equivalents of the claim. Regarding 
database limitations of claim 52, Cordery et al (See Figs. 1-4, 
Cols. 2 and 3, Col. 4, lines 24-33, Col. 6, lines 20-55, Col 7, 
lines 5-65, Col. 8, lines 1-30 and claims 1-13) disclose secure 
online value printing including a server, secure database, 
cryptographic module and password authentication including 
database comparison (See bridging paragraph cols. 9 and 10, 
element 22 5) which are conventional functional equivalents of the 
claim. Regarding database limitations of claim 55, Cordery et 
al(See Figs, 1-4, Cols. 2 and 3, Col. 4, lines 24-33, Col. 6, 
lines 20-55, Col 7, lines 5-65, Col. 8, lines 1-30 and claims 1- 
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13) disclose secure online value printing including a server, 
secure database, cryptographic module and password authentication 
including database comparison (See bridging paragraph cols. 9 and 
10, element 225) which are conventional functional equivalents of 
the claim. Regarding database limitations of claim 56, Cordery 
et al(See Figs. 1-4, Cols. 2 and 3, Col. 4, lines 24-33, Col. 6, 
lines 20-55, Col 7, lines 5-65, Col. 8, lines 1-30 and claims 1- 
13) disclose secure online value printing including a server, 
secure database, cryptographic module and password authentication 
including database comparison and ends transaction if comparison 
fails (See bridging paragraph cols. 9 and 10, element 225) which 
are conventional functional equivalents of the claim. Regarding 
database limitations of claim 57, Cordery et al (See Figs. 1-4, 
Cols. 2 and 3, Col. 4, lines 24-33, Col. 6, lines 20-55, Col 7, 
lines 5-65, Col. 8, lines 1-30 and claims 1-13) disclose secure 
online value printing including a server, secure database, 
cryptographic module and password authentication including 
database comparison (See bridging paragraph cols. 9 and 10, 
element 225) which are conventional functional equivalents of the 
claim. Regarding database backup limitations of claim 58, 
Rosenzweig et al (See Figs. 3-5, Col. 6, lines 1-5) show database 
software and backup which are conventional functional equivalents 
of the claim. Regarding database backup limitations of claim 59, 
Rosenzweig et al (See Figs. 3-5, Col. 6, lines 1-5) show database 
software and backup which are conventional functional equivalents 
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of the claim. Regarding plurality limitations of claim 61, 
Cordery et al (See Figs. 1-4, Cols. 2 and 3, Col. 4, lines 24-33, 
Col. 6, lines 20-55, Col 7, lines 5-10, Col. 8, lines 1-30 and , 
claims 1-13) disclose secure online value printing including a 
server, secure database, one or more cryptographic modules and 
password authentication) which are conventional functional 
equivalents of the claim. Regarding claim 92, Cordery et al (See 
Figs. 1-4, Cols. 2 and 3, Col. 4, lines 24-33, Col. 6, lines 20- 
55, Col 7, lines 5-65, Col. 8, lines 1-30 and claims 1-13) 
disclose a means for secure online value printing including a 
server, secure database, and cryptographic module and password 
authentication substantially as claimed. The differences between 
the above and the claimed invention is the use of specific 
executable code and updating a database. It is noted that the use 
of digital signatures in a digital environment to create a 
virtual method or system appears to be functionally equivalent to 
the claim limitations. Pierce et al (See Figs, 1,2,4-7, Col. 6, 
lines 60-65, Col. 7, lines 10-25, and Cols 9 and 10) show 
password authentication and software code to execute same, 
Rosenzweig et al (See Figs. 3-5, Col. 6, lines 1-5) show database 
software and backup. It is also noted that updating a database is 
a standard database function, otherwise resort can be had to 
either Gupta et al (Col. 11, lines 10-25, Col. 13, lines 20-30) 
or Rosen (Col. 13, lines 10-30, claims 13 and 16), It would have 
been obvious to the person having ordinary skill in this art to 
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provide a similar arrangement for Cordery et al because resource 
manager intervening interfaces are conventional functional 
equivalents of the claim limitations. Regarding claim 107, 
Cordery et al (See Figs. 1-4, Cols. 2 and 3, Col. 4, lines 24-33, 
Col. 6, lines 20-55, Col 7, lines 5-65, Col. 8, lines 1-30 and 
claims 1-13) disclose a method for secure online value printing 
including a server, secure database, and cryptographic module and 
password authentication substantially as claimed. The differences 
between the above and the claimed invention is the use of 
specific executable code and updating a database. It is noted 
that the use of digital signatures in a digital environment to 
create a virtual method or system appears to be functionally 
equivalent to the claim limitations. Pierce et al (See Figs. 
1,2,4-7, Col. 6, lines 60-65, Col. 7, lines 10-25, and Cols 9 and 
10) show password authentication and software code to execute 
same. Rosenzweig et al (See Figs. 3-5, Col. 6, lines 1-5) show 
database software and backup. It is also noted that updating a 
database is a standard database function; otherwise resort can be 
had to either Gupta et al (Col. 11, lines 10-25, Col. 13, lines 
20-30) or Rosen (Col. 13, lines 10-30, claims 13 and 16). It 
would have been obvious to the person having ordinary skill in 
this art to provide a similar arrangement for Cordery et al 
because resource manager intervening interfaces are conventional 
functional equivalents of the claim limitations. Regarding 
database backup limitations of claim 108, Rosenzweig et al (See 
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Figs. 3-5, Col. 6, lines 1-5) show database software and backup, 
which are conventional functional equivalents of the claim 
because the function of backup is to provide recovery. Regarding 
database limitations of claim 110, Cordery et al (See Figs. 1-4, 
Cols. 2 and 3, Col. 4, lines 24-33, Col. 6, lines 20-55, Col 7, 
lines 5-65, Col. 8, lines 1-30 and claims 1-13) disclose secure 
online value printing including a server, secure database, 
cryptographic module and password authentication including 
database comparison (See bridging paragraph cols. 9 and 10, 
element 225) which are conventional functional equivalents of the 
claim. Regarding database limitations of claim 113, Cordery et al 
(See Figs. 1-4, Cols. 2 and 3, Col. 4, lines 24-33, Col. 6, lines 
20-55, Col 7, lines 5-65, Col. 8, lines 1-30 and claims 1-13) 
disclose secure online value printing including a server, secure 
database, cryptographic module and password authentication 
including database comparison (See bridging paragraph cols. 9 and 
10, element 225) which are conventional functional equivalents of 
the claim. Regarding database prevention limitations of claim 
114, Cordery et al (See Figs. 1-4, Cols. 2 and 3, Col. 4, lines 
24-33, Col. 6, lines 20-55, Col 7, lines 5-65, Col. 8, lines 1-30 
and claims 1-13) disclose secure online value printing including 
a server, secure database, cryptographic module and password 
authentication including database comparison and ends transaction 
if comparison fails (See bridging paragraph cols. 9 and 10, 
element 225) which are conventional functional equivalents of the 
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claim. 

Examiner's Note: Although Examiner has cited particular columns, 
line numbers and figures in the references as applied to the 
claims above for the convenience of the applicant (s) , the 
specified citations are merely representative of the teaching of 
the prior art thait are applied to specific limitations within the 
individual claim and other passages and figures may apply as 
well. It is respectfully requested that the applicant (s) , in 
preparing the response, fully consider the items of evidence in 
their entirety as potentially teaching all or part of the claimed 
invention, as well as the context of the passage as taught by the 
prior art or disclosed by the Examiner. 

Applicants arguments filed 7/28/05 are moot due the new 
grounds of rejection. 

3. Claims 1, 5-10, 17, 22, 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 1 contains the terms "capable of" which is not a 
positive limitation. (See In re Collier, 158 USPQ 266) It is not 
clear what is being claimed. The claims require only a 
possibility rather than an actual limitation. For example, 
anything is possible given sufficient time and resources. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed 
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to Salvatore Cangialosi at telephone number (703) 305-1837. The 
examiner can normally be reached 6:30 Am to 5:00 PM, Tuesday 
through Friday. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone 
are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, James Trammell, can 
be reached at (703) 305-9768. 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Mail Stop Amendment 
Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 



or faxed to (703)872-9306 

Hand delivered responses should be brought to 



United States Patent and Trademark Office 
Customer Service Window 
Randolph Building 
401 Dulany Street 
Alexandria, VA 22314 



Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of 
this application or proceeding should be directed to the 
Technology Center 3 600 Customer Service Office whose telephone 
number is (703) 306-5771. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be 
obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) 
system. Status information for published applications may be 
obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR, Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free) . 
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